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VIMALAPRABHA 
ON THE LAGHUKALACAKRATANTRA 2.7.161-180 
A REVIEW* 


The Laghukalacakratantra (=LKT) of Maijusriyasas (=M) deals 
with all the fundamentals of the tantra and the commentary on it by 
Pundarika (=P) the Vimalaprabha (=V) makes it encyclopaedic by 
covering several allied topics also, while dealing with other princi- 
ples, comments on the section under our discussion e. g. a few 
schools of Indian philosophy-Vedic and non-Vedic. Treatment of the 
systems in the V requires an intensive examination. 

M takes up the philosophical schools of the Vajrin (=Buddhism), 
Brahma, Visnu, Siva, Amaraguru (=Carvaka), Rahman (=/slam) & 
Ksapanaka successively. Fundamentals of Buddhism lie in 2.7.160, P 
comments on it that “on the conventional level tenets of all the philo- 
sophical schools are equally good for worldly attainments. As it goes 
— ‘To whichsoever object goes the mind of a person, it gets transform- 
ed into it like the visvaripamani. Thus the assumption of the objects 
is similar, in addition to it, the treatment of categories, sense organs 
etc, is also alike (in all the schools). In behaviour agent, instrument 
etc. are also similar. Therefore, there is no distinction in between the 
Buddhists and Tirthikas, however, there is a distinction relating to 


* This paper is based on the Part I of the only published text of LKT with V 
from our institution in1986. 
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Stinyata and nairatmya &c, '\” M confirms it in the second hemistich 
of the verse 177 of this very chapter and section. 


cittam vai bha@varagaih sphatikavadupadhat ragatam yati yasmat/ 
tasmad dharmo na kascit svaparakulagato yogina disaniyah // 


Padmavajra * (693 A.D.), Anangavajra * (705 A.D.), Kuddalapa- 
da * etc. also are of the same opinion. 

This statement of P and the siddhas requires a discussion, The 
hypothesis appears very attractive externally. But mere declaration of 
parity in all the homo-and heterogeneous branches of knowledge is 
not enough. Observation of Nagarjuna ° that there is no distinction in 
meditation on the supreme level, as the dharmadhdatu is indivisible, 
statement of Padmavajra ° that one may meditate on any object pre- 
scribed even by Arhat, Saiva, PaSupata etc. or on any one else, etc, are 
almost identical to Patafijali’s 7 views when he instructs to adopt the 
object of meditation according to ones own liking. 

Inspite of all such statements, it cannot be declared that the ulti- 
mate good of all the svayidthyas (sister-disciplines) and paravadins 
(heretics), is identical even on the supreme level e. g. Buddhist 
nirvana or buddhatva is not equal to the moksa of Vedantins, apa- 
varga of Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas, kaivalya of Simkhya and 
Yoga etc. & vice versa. It is quite apparent that an dcarya of one 
school and sub-school even, mercilessly criticises the doctrines of the 


1. P: Vimalaprabha : tha lokasamvrtya vicaryamanah sarvadarsanasiddhantah 
samano laukikasiddhaye, tad yatha ~ 

yena yena hi bhdvena manak samyujyate nrnam / 

tena tanmayatém ydati vi§variipo manir yatha // 
itt bhavasankalpah samanah, tatha dhatvindriyadivicaro'pi tulyah, vyavaharikam 
kartykaranadikafi ca tulyam, bauddhatirthikayor viseso nasti, siinyatatattvam prati 
vifesah, sa ca nairatmyetyadi, p. 256. 

2. Guhyasiddhih 3.58, 4.51-52 in the Guhyadi-Astasiddhi-Sangraha, CYHTS, 
Sarath, Varanasi, 1987. 

3. Prajfiopayaviniscayasiddhih 1.23-24 in G.A.S. 

4. Acintyddvayakramopadesah, verses 38-41, 90-92 in G.A.S. 

5. Nagarjuna : Niraupamyastavah 21. in Bauddhastotrasangrahah, ed. Janardan 
Shastri Pandey, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1994. 

6. Op. cit. 4.51-52, 

7. Patafijalayogadarganam 1,39, Gujarati Press, Bombay, 1927, yath@bhima- 
tadhyanad va. 
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others. In fact the unification of different views is just an imposition 
of one’s own supremacy on others, showing, like Puspadanta ® that all 
the minor tributary precepts merge with the main and major stream, 
ultimately diffusing in the ocean. It is therefore, in one way or the 
other mere confiscation of the heretic views. In the present context it 
means that the Vajrayana madhyamaka principles are supreme which 
are meant for the best of talents, while others are inferior and meant 
for the dullards °. It is proper to say that even the birds of the same 
flock bear distinct feathers. This stand gets support from P himself 
when he opines a Ma@dhyamaka to repudiate the Tirthika tenets through 
the arguments present in various texts of logic, while tenets similar 
to Buddhist ones conventionally or so, need not be condemned. 
Tibetan scholar mKhays. drub. rje also agrees in this regard '°. In the 
same way emergence of the Vedas from different mouths of the 
Buddha, as described by M also negates their origin from Visnu on 
one hand and on the other suggests their inferiority to the Buddhist 
canons as is the case with the treatises of the Sravaka-and Pratyeka- 
buddha yanas. Therefore, accepting the favourables and repudiating 
the contradictory ones, have been the policy of the philosophers of all 
disciplines. Had it not been so, there would have been only one school 
of Indian philosophy without a second. Jaina scholars Manibhadra "' 
and Gunaratna ' also, though outwardly liberal, maintain all the dif- 
ferences. While introducing the teachings of the Vajrin (=the Buddha) 
in verse no. 161 (i. e. 2.7.161) of the LKT M enumerates ten funda- 
mental principles which are nairatmyam, karmavipakah, tribhavah, 
sadgatih, dvadaSaigapratitya-samutpadah, caturaryasatyani, astada- 


8. Puspadanta : nrnam eko gamyas tvam asi payasam arnava iva - Sivamahim- 
nastotram, 7 d. 

9, P : Vimalaprabha p. 270, Vistaro ‘neka' nekapramanasastrena madhyamake- 
na nirdkarantyas tirthikandm siddhantah. yah samvrtya sambuddhavacanasamah sa 
na diisaniyah. ~ 

10. Tbid., p. 270 (footnote). 

11, Manibhadra ; Laghuvritik on the saddarsanasamuccaya of Haribhadra, p. 
69, ed. Kameshwar Nath Mishra, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Varanasi, 
1979. 

12. Ye ye vastvamsak parair angikriyante, te sarve'pi sapeksah santah 
paramarthasatyatam pratipadyante, nirapeksas tu anyonyena nirasyamana nabhona- 
linayant iti. Tbid., p. 85. 
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Savenikadharmah, paficaskandhah, trikayah with the sahajakaya as 
the fourth and the ajada Siinyata. All these ten points have been very 
well taken up in the commentary. 

In the first half of the following karika 162, M refers to the brah- 
manah desana pointing out three main precepts of it, and in the 
second half is dealt with the visnoh defana with its eight salient fea- 
tures. P notes both the sects as the brahmamataniyamah and the 
yvaisnavamataniyamah, The main three doctrines of the former are. 1. 
the self-origination of the Vedas, 2. different parts of the purusa as the 
origin points of mankind and 3. only the yajfias like asvamedha etc. 
are the dharma. In the second half of it visnoh deSand, taken by P as 
vaisnavamataniyamah, has been abstracted with its eight salient doc- 
trines which are (1) a creator of the universe i.e. karta, (2) existence 
of the self-atma, (3) auspicious and inauspicious actions-karma, (4) 
the category of time - kdlah asti, (5) earth etc. are the primordial 
cause, (6) the attributes sattva etc, (7) the state of absorption as void - 
Siinyata and (8) giver of the results of the vicious & virtuous deeds. 

So far as mere statement of the relevant doctrines of the two 
schools is concerned, it is alright. But the terms and the resources 
used and cited for the two require some examination. P takes the 
words of the root text quite correctly. Therefore, in some cases he is 
mislead by M and sometimes he is noticed confused and unaware of 
the proper names & sources theirof. For example, M and P both 
mistake the brahmanah deSand, brahmamata for Jaiminiya 
Mimdmsa. Infact there is no school of Indian philosophy as the brah- 
mamata. All the three points narrated under this school are the main 
doctrines of the Mimams@/Pirvamimamsa school. Self-origination of 
the Vedas, in other words the apauruseyatva has been treated very 
exhaustively in the very first chapter of the Mimamsd-sutras of 
Jaimini and in the commentary thereon by Sabara "3 and the followers, 
Buddhist logicians like Dharmakirti have never committed such a 
mistake. He uses the terms Jaimini, Jaiminiya, Mimamsaka, Veda, 
Vaidika “', Sabara etc. when dealing with the particular aspect of 


13. Jaimini : Mimamsadarsanam, Vol. 1, Anandagrama edn., 1976, pp. 25-126. 
14, Dharmakirti : Pramanavarttika [svdrtha@numdna - Pariccheda], ed. Dalsukh 
Bhai Malvaniya, Banaras Hindu University, 1959. (Appendix No. 3). 
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Mimamsa. In the same way origin of mankind from different parts of 
the purusa, mistakenly taken as brahman by P comes from the 
samhitas * themselves and is expressed likewise at many places in 
the Mahabharata '*, Smrtis of Manu "7 etc. and Puranas "* It is a very 
accepted doctrine of Hinduism as a whole. Laugaksibhaskara, a later 
Mimamsaka, very emphatically defines that only ydga etc, are the 
dharma "°. It is on the basis of the Vedic mantras like - ‘Agnihotram 
juhuyata svargakamah' etc. ®. Compilers of the anthologies of Indian 
philosophical systems, Madhava etc, also deal these doctrines under 
the Mimamsa chapter. Actually they neyer mention anywhere brah- 
mamata as a system of Indian philosophy. Most probably M and P 
both might be confused on the analogy of the trinity of gods - tridevas 
i.e. Brahma, Visnu & Mahesvara and would have ascribed one school 
of thought to Brahma also as the Vaisnav and Saiva schools of philo- 
sophy and religion run after the two. The next disputed point of P is 
calling visnumata as the gitadharma *'. Although Sir R.G. Bhandarkar 
accepts the Gita as ‘the earliest exposition of Bhakti system of the 
Ekantika Dharma’ * and S. N. Dasgupta also associates the 
Bhagavad-gita with the doctrine of the ‘Ekanti-Vaisnavas’ ™, Gita is 
not the source book of any yaisnava school which originated even 
before P. So far as tracing out of some major or minor principles of 
any system is concerned, they can be found even in the Vedic 
samhitas, upanisads, purdnas etc. Therefore, P is mistaken in this 
respect, though the Gita is said to be recited by Krsna Himself, an 
incarnation of Visnu. All the eight characteristics assigned to the 
vaisnavamata by P may be found common to almost all the systems 





15. Brahmano'sya mukham asit etc. RV. 10.90.12, Vajasaneyi S. 31-11, Subalo- 
panisad 1.4. 

16. Mahabharatam-Santiparvan 306.87. 

17. Manusmytih 1.31. ed. G.S. Nene, C.S. Sansthan, Varanasi, 1982. 

18. Sabdakalpadrumah Vol. LV under ‘Varnah’, CSS Office, Varanasi, 1964. 

19. Yagadireva dharmah. Arthasaiigrahah, ed. K.N. Mishra, CVB, Varanasi, 
1979. 

20. Maitri Samhita 6.36. 

21. Op. cit., p. 257 (gitaidharme visyumata). 

22. R.G. Bhandarkar : Vaisnavism, Saivism and Minor Religious Systems, 
Indological Book House, Varanasi, 1965, p. 14. 

23. S.N. Dasgupta :.A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, Motilal 
Banarsidass, Delhi, 1975, p. 545. 
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of Hinduism *, including several systems of Hindu philosophy and reli- 
gion. Thus the principles of vaisnavamata are overlapping, therefore, 
inapt. Words of the verse Siinyata nastadharma@ is ambiguous which 
could not be satsfactorily explained even by scholars like mKhays- 
grup-rje of Tibet *. Two small fragments of the Brhadaranyaka * and 
the Naradaparivraja ka ™’ Upanisads ‘na pasyati’ etc. and ‘ekibhitah’ 
etc. require an examination whether they suit to this context. 

In the verse no. 163, the fundamentals of Sivasya defand as given 
by M and taken as i§varamatam by P have been described, The com- 
mentator says that sanmarga (six paths) etc. described as the ifvara- 
matam should be taken in addition to the eight ones given under the 
vaisnavamatam. Explanations of the words mainly sanmdarga, man- 
tradeha, vidya, the three padagatis, bindubheda and dvadasa- 
granthibheda occurring in verse 163 regarding 7{varamatam are quite 
strange and not in conformity with the principles of the saiva schools 
known so far. Dasgupta *, R.G. Bhandarkar ” etc. described Saivism 
in their own style, but K.C. Pande * dealt with all details giving eight 
Saiva schools of major and minor forms and monistic, dualistic nature 
etc. The words counted hereabove have not been found in the mean- 
ing as interpretted by P. The words sanmarga, mantradeha etc, have 
been defined quite differently in the Tattvaprakasa *! of Bhoja and 
even in the SarvadarSanasangraha * of Madhava. David N. 


24. Hinduism to be understood also as described by A. Wayman in his paper. 
‘The Buddhist Attitude towards Hinduism’, in ‘Stidia Missionalia’ Vol. 42, 1993, 
Roma, 
25. Op. cit,, p. 257, ft. 1 & 2. 
26. Ekibhavati na paSyatityahuh (Gtma) - Brhad@ranyaka upanisad 4,4,2. 
27. (i) Ekibhittah susuptasthah prajit@naghanavan sukht / 
nity@nandamayo'py Gtma sarvajivantarasthitah // Naradaparivrajako- 
panisad 8.15. 
(ii) na pasyan mrtyum pasyati, na rogam nota duhkhatam, Maitrayantya 
Up. 7.11. 
28. Op. cit., Vol. V. 
29. Op. cit. 
30. K.C. Pande : An Outline of History of Saiva Philosophy, (reprint) Motilal 
Banarsidass, Delhi, 1986. 
31. Bhojah : Tattvaprakasah, ed. K.N. Mishra, Chaukhambha Orientalia, 
Varanasi, 1976. 
32. Madhava : Sarvadarsansafigrahah, ed. I. C. Vidyasagar, Asiatic Society, 
Calcutta, V. E. 1986. 
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Lorenzen *, on the basis of Ramanuja’s bhasya on the Brahmasatra 
2. 2. 35-37, describes the va@mamarga tantric nature of the philosophy 
and practice of the Kapdlas. He explains a few words in the perspec- 
tive of the paficamakdaras and tries to equate the same with the 
Buddhist tantric expressions. But as no part of the Kapdlika literature 
is available, no proper conclusions can be arrived at. However, it is 
clear that the meanings of the terms explained in this context by P 
herein, are not in conformity with those of the sofar available litera- 
ture, rather go against the tradition. 

The other very important point to be noted in this context is that 
Sivasya desand as given by M has been taken in a different way by 
Saiikaracarya, whose bhasya is ‘the earliest Sanskrit philosophical 
literature’ ** as remarks Dasgupta, deals with the i§varakaranavada * 
in the beginning of his commentary on the Brahmasitra 2.2.37 and 
gives the fundamentals correctly according to the tenets. He, too, has 
neither quoted these words nor explained them incorrectly. He used 
the technical terms of the Pasdpatasiitra®® while talking of the 
MaheSvaras, 

The verse 164 accounts of the fundamentals of the Carvakas - 
Amaraguru - Brhaspati - deSanda in the first half, and of Rahman - 
{Rahmana=Islam] in the second half. Denial of the creator, of fruits of 
the deeds, enjoyment of the materials of the world as the main goal of 
life, no fruits of the actions after death, absence of any physique in the 
world hereafter, and the emergence of consciousness after the proper 
combination of elements, have been beautifully explained in the com- 
mentary. There is no controversy on the name of the first preceptor of 
Carvakas i. e, Brhaspati, the synonym Amaraguru — the teacher of the 
gods — has been widely accepted as the founder of this school. 


tadvapuh paiicabhir mantraih paiicakrtyopayogibhih / 
tatpurusdghoravamadyair mastakadivat // p. 83 
33. Lorenzen : The Kapalikas and Kalamukhas, California, (Indian reprint) 
1972, pp. 2-3. 
34, Dasgupta : op. cit., Vol. V, p. 1. 
35. Brahmasiitrasankarabhasyam, Krishnadas Academy, Varanasi, 1982, p. 565. 
36. Pasupatasittra with Kaundinya’s Pafcarthabhasya commentary, ed. R. 
Ananthakrishna Sastri, Trivandrum, University of Travancore, 1940, pp. 1-5, also see 
Pasupatastitram, tr. Haripada Chakroborti, Academic Publications, Calcutta, 1970, p. 53. 
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Doctrines, too, counted down here in the verse are well accepted and 
have been produced, more or less, the same by other philosophers 
also while dealing with the lokayatamatam i. e. Carvakamatam. Thus 
M & P both borrow the doctrines of their school from Vedic and non- 
Vedic traditions as there is no prastha@nagrantha (original text of the 
school) available sofar of this system except Jayarasi’s 
Tattvopaplavasimha, a later treatise which has been mostly quoted by 
later Jaina scholars. Three principal doctrines of Islam — 1. the com- 
passionate one ~ Rahmdna-created the whole world, moving and sta- 
ble, 2. the objects are for the use of the followers, and 3. gratification 
of Rahmana provides Heaven, have been counted. However, there is 
no religious sect with the name of Rahmana. Rahamana is an epithet 
of Allah, the Supreme Category of Islam. Therefore, here this stands 
for Islam religion of Muslims. 

As far as I know, it is for the first time in the history of philo- 
sophical Sanskrit literature of the medieval India where Islamic doc- 
trines have been referred to. Though M reads the word Tayi (ji) n for 
the followers but P adds an adjective mleccha to this word. This word 
is used to express one’s hatred towards anyone 7’. Therefore, it may 
be guessed that by the time of P Buddhists were not in good terms 
with them. Principles are very basic ones and more would have been 
added for the clear picture of Islam. 

In verse no. 165 have been dealt with thirteen major doctrines of 
Jainas. In all the terms denoting the doctrines like traikdlya (=three 
times), dravyasatkam (six substances). navapada (=nine destinations), 
jivasatkayalesyah (six corporal sufferings of the person), 
paficanyakayah (other five bodies), kinds of vrata (vows), samitih 
(councils), five gatis (destinations), jfiaéna (=knowladge) and caritra 
(=practices) have been said as the path to liberation. Taking spirit of 
the size of the body (=jivah kayapramdnah) and nonattainment of 
emancipation by the eternal soul through innumerable births, the prin- 
ciples of Jainism have been concluded. These have been based on the 
Tattvarthasiitra and the different kinds of all the categories have been 
very precisely advanced by P. 


37. Aloka Parasher : Mlecchas in Ancient India. 
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Thus the fundamentals, as understood by M and P have been pro- 
duced in five verses (161-165), hereafter in the following eleven ones 
(166-176) the author M and likewise the commentator have bitterly 
criticised the former religious doctrines respectively. P treats the 
brahma, vaisnava and i§vara matas as those of the firthikas. The 
author devotes two full verses i. e. 166-167 for repudiating the doctrines 
of the brahmamata, condemning the self origination and eternity of 
the Vedas, eternal relation in between a word and its meaning, eternity 
and validity of the Vedas, yoni-purity of Brahmanas **, and inac- 
cessibility of the Vedas to all the castes, specially to Sadras. 

Santaraksita (749 A.D.) takes up the Sabdabrahmapariksa ®, 
Sabdarthapartkéa *° and criticises the established doctrines. 
Dharmakirti (760 A.D.) takes the points more elaborately relating to 
agama, apauruseyatva, validity and the relation in between a word 
and its meaning “! and condemns them. M and P are extremely precise 
and borrow only a few relevant points from them. 

M does not include the divine origin of castes and the hypothesis 
that the yajfias like asvamedha etc. only are the dharma in his verses 
166 & 167 to repudiate, but P takes up the points in his V. 
Condemnation of caste system originates from the yery Pali and 
Sanskrit Tripitakas. The difference among the varnas and the su- 
periority of Brahmanas to other varnas have already been criticisd by 
the Buddha Himself in the Suttanipata ** and Majjhimanikaya * 
respectively. The Dhammapada describes the characteristics of a 





38, Cf. Manusmrtih 3.5, 11.58 etc. 
@) atha hasya vedam upasrnvatas trapu-jatubhyam Srotraparipiranam, 
udaharane jihvacchedo, dharane Sarirabhedah. Gautama Dharma 
Sutra 2.3.4 ed. Vanamala Bhawalkar, Sagar, 1962. 
(ii) striftdradvijabandhanam trayi na Srutigocara /parmasreyasi 
mitdhanam Srey evam bhaved iha. // Srimadbhagavatamahapurdnam, 
Gita Press, Gorakhpur, V.E. 2010, 1.4.25. 
Gii)Manusmytih 10.1. 
39. Tattvasangrahah, ed. Swami Dwarikadas Shastri, Bauddha Bharati, 
Varanasi, 1997, Vol. I, slokas 128-152. 
40. Ibid,, slokas 866-1210. 
41. Praménavartika, §.D.D. Shastri, Bauddha Bharati, Varanasi, 1994, Chapter 
3.213-340. 
42. Suttanipata XXX 3-37, 57-59, PTS, London. 
43, Majjhimanikaya II. 5-3, ibid. 
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Brahmana in its Brahmanavaggo. Sardiilakarnavadana “ & Agokava- 
dana * also deal with the Buddhist stand. Agvaghosa demonstrates 
that a Brahmana can not be distinguished on the basis of jiva (soul), 
Jjati (birth), Sarira (body), jana (knowledge) dcara (conduct), karma 
(occupation) or veda (the knowledge) of Vedas) “*. P very boldly bor- 
rows not only the logic but also the analogical examples from 
ASvaghosa. P mentions a very rare reference of colours white (sveta), 
red (rakta), yellow (pita) and black (krsna) to the four varnas 
Brahmana, Ksatriya, VaiSya and Sidra respectively - aparo’pi Sveta- 
rakta-pita-krsnavarnabhedena bhedo na drsyate *’, Certainly this 
reference condemns the idea as presented in the Padmapurana (svar- 
gakhanda chap. 25) “*. Mimamsasatras of Jaimini (6.1.25-38) and 
Brahmasiitras of Vyasa (1,3.34-38) devoted full adhikarana as the 
apasidradhikarana and deal with all the dark and bright parts of 
Siidras. Their commentators have discussed very much on this topic. 
However, studies of some modern writers shed more light on this 
issue ®, P very abruptly comes to the third point of the brahmamata i. e. 
the result of yagas like a’vamedha etc. and does not launch his views to 
contradict but quotes Suka (Sukra) who had already condemned killing 
animals in the yajfias. The Afvamedhika Parvan of the Mahabharatam 
may also be referred to. In the end he concludes, ‘Therefore, Veda is not 
self-originated, mouth etc. is not the yoni of human beings, and that 
yajfias like aSvamedha etc. only are not dharma ®. 


44, The Divyavadana, ed. E, B, Cowel & Neil (reprint) Indological Book 
House, Delhi, 1987, p. 622 &c. 
45. Ibid., p. 383. 
46. tasmén na jatir na jivo na Sartram na jiid@nam, ndcaro na karma na vedo 
brahmana iti. 
Vajrasiict ed. Lallanji Gopal, Mahabodhi Society of India, Sarnath, Varanasi, 
1995, p. 45. 
47. Op. cit, p. 261. 
48. quoted in Sabdakalpadrumah, Vol. IV of Syararaja Radhakantadevah, CSS 
Office, Varanasi, 1964. 
49. (a) Ghurye, G. S., Caste and Class in Anceint India, Popular Book House, 
Bombay, 1957, 
(b) Datta, N. K., Origin & Growth of Caste in India, Vol. I, The Book 
Company Ltd. Calcutta, 1931. 
50. tasman na vedah svayambhih, na mukhadir yonir janasya, naévamedhat 
parato dharmo'nya iti; sarvam pralapam nirarthakam vicdryamanam iti brahmama- 
tam, op. cit., p, 262. 
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In the following four verses (168-171) P in full conformity with 
M condemns vaisnavamatam and the i$varamatam together. Thus 
eight principles of the former kar7a etc. and ten of the latter saymarga 
etc. should be taken jointly and refuted one after the other. P had 
already resolved that agent (Karta), self (@tman), action (karma), time 
(kélah), attributes of nature (prakrtigunas), voidness of the nihilistic 
nature (Sianyata nastadharma), emancipation (nirvana) as the last 
stage, should be taken together with six paths (sanmarga) etc. *!. But 
out of these eighteen categories firstly the omnipotence and indepen- 
dent creation of the universe have been rejected in verses 168 and 169 
on the basis of the theory of dependent origination (=pratityasa- 
mutpdda) discussed in verse 170. Thus dispensability and incausiti- 
vity of all the causes iSvara etc. is refuted **. Further dealing with the 
causation, though not mentioned by M, P handles the Samkhya theory 
of causation - satkarya-vada and refutes all the grounds of its estab- 
lishment. Words coincide with those of the Samkhyakarika of Igva- 
rakrsna %3. At the last P proves that the eternity of the agent (kartd), 
and cause is fake - siddham kartrkarananityatadisanam iti **. Again 
in the verse 171, omnipresence, immanence and consciousness of the 
Self are refuted, although these attributes have not been ascribed to 
dtman while dealing with the brahmavisnumatam in verse no 162. It 
is amazing that no point from the verse 163, giving the precepts of the 
isvaramatam has been touched even. It appears that P does not refute 
i§varamata as presented by M and himself, but the concept of atman 
and its attributes as presented by the Naiydyikas, Ratnakirti * (1000 
A.D.) and Jiianagrimitra’s °° (1040 A.D.) refutation of dtman was 
seriously condemned by Udayana *’ (11th c. A.D.) later on, even 


51. karta atma karma kalah prakrtigunah Stinyaté nastadharma nirvanam 
kastha@vasthdtah, dhih sardham sanmargddikam veditavyam iti niyamah, ibid, p. 258. 

52. evam sarvesam tvaradinam karananam aniyatattvam akdranativam 
siddham, ibid., p. 263. 

53. asad akaranad upada@nagrahanat sarvasambhavabhavat / 

Saktasya sakyakaranat karanabhavac ca satkaryam //9. 

54. Op. cit., p. 264. 
§varasadhanadiisanam in Ratnakirtinibandhavalih, KPIRI, Patna, 1975. 
56. Isvaravadah in Jii@nasrimitranibandhavalih, KPIRI, Patna, 1987. 
57. kdryayojanadhrtyadeh padat pratyayatah Sruteh/ 

vakyat samkhyavisesac ca sadhyo visvavid avyayah // 
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before M & P. In the continuation the fundamentals of Buddhist philo- 
sophy have been put forward again which relate to the Buddhist con- 
cept of the self, the world, the fruits of merits and demerits etc., which 
go against those of the Naiyayikas. Thus the author and the commen- 
tator both condemn such points which were not established earlier in 
the text: Santaraksita °* condemns ivara and dtnian as established by 
the Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas (verses 171-221), Mimasmsakas (verses 
222-248), Kapilas (verses 248-310), and Aupanisadikas (verses 328- 
335). Likewise Dharmakirti * also repudiated ifvara, established in 
Nyaya and Samkhya, in the verses 12-18 and 19-30 respectively of the 
first chapter. 

Thereafter in verse 173 M very precisely condemns the doctrines 
of his own sister-institutions i. e. Vaibhdsika, Sautrantika and 
Yogacara which has been very extensively commented upon by P “ 
on the lines of Santaraksita who refuted the vatsiputriyas, (verses 
336-349), traikalyavadins (verses 1784-1855) and bahirarthavadins 
(verses 1964-2083). P frequently borrows the logic from his predeces- 
sors while refuting the three Buddhist schools of philosophy. 

In verse 174 the doctrines of /slam (=Tazins) that 1. one expe- 
riences here the results of the actions performed in previous lives, 2. 
and those of this life in the next. If it be so the fruits of actions may 
not come to cessation in lives after lives, have been condemned, as 
one may not go out of the world even after innumerable lives, nor 
may enter liberation. This is the principle of Tazins who do not belie- 
ve in rebirth but either go to Hell or to Heaven and suffer or enjoy 
accordingly. Thus their theory of no-rebirth is repudiated. Certainly 
these are the principles of Js/am, but not mentioned earlier in verse 
number 164. 

In the next verse 165 the doctrine of Carvakas that the conscious 
mind with senses emerges from the combination of the five gross ele- 


Nydyakusumanjalih 5.1, ed. M.P.L, Goswami, Mithilavidyapitha, Darbhanga, 
1972. 
‘58. Op. cit. 
59. Op. cit. 
60. vistaro'neka'nekapramanasastrena madhyamakena nirakaraniyas 
tirthikanam siddhantah, yah samvrtya vivrtya va sambuddhavacanasamah, sa na 
diisani Kalacakra Adibuddhabhagavato niyamah, op. cit., p. 270. 

61. Op. cit. 
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ments, like toxication in wine from different compounds, is refuted, 
as consciousness does not originate among the stables tree etc. from 
the same elements. Therefore, the theory of the emergence of con- 
sciousness from the combination of gross elements, as held by 
Carvakas, is invalid. Here, too, it can be noticed that the theory of the 
emergence of consciousness has not been mentioned by M and P both 
earlier in the first half of the verse 164. 

In the following verse the eternal Self of Ksapanakas has been 
rejected on several grounds, the sukhapada (abode of pleasure), life in 
vegetation etc. are also logically refuted by M and finely added by P. 

Having condemned the heretic views, P suggests to repudiate the 
doctrines of the tirthikas on the basis of the texts of the madhyamaka 
logic. However, the agreeable doctrines of the heretics need not be 
condemned which go in full conformity with M. 

In verse 178 a few doctrines of the Vedicists are refuted again 
and the King has been advised to adopt the Bauddha doctrines for the 
benefit of beings. 

It may be concluded that for reasons unknown to us the author 
and the commentator both could not do full justice to the topics sys- 
tematically. Both may be at times quixotic, presenting imaginary pre- 
cepts or like the Jaina masters Gunaratna® & Rajasekhara® might 
have learnt the dogmas as they ‘saw and heard’ but not read the rele- 
vant texts. 

It is mere a surprise that other systems of Indian philosophy like 
Saakara vedanta, Vaisesika, Patafijalayoga, different established 
schools of Vaisnavism and Saivism have not been touched even, though 
they flourished before the commencement of the root text and the 
commentary i. e. LKT & V. 


62. idam maya yathagrutam yathadrstam catrabhidadhe, op.cit. p. 91. 
63. Sruténusdratah proktam... 

etesaim eva Sastrebhyas tans tans bhavan vidur budhah. 
. 110. 
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Appendix 
(Relevant verses of the Svaparadarsananyayayicdramahoddesah 
of LKT) 


nairatmyam karmapakas tribhavartugatir dvadasangapratiteh 
sambhitir vedasatyam dvigunitanavaka’ venika buddhadharmah / 
paficaskandhas trikayah sahaja iti tathaiyajada Sunyata ca 
yasminn etad vadanti prakatitaniyata deSana vajrinah sa //161// 


yasmin yedah svayambhir mukhakaracaranadau ca yonir janasya 
nanyo dharmo’ svamedhat para iti ca bhaved degana brahmanah sa / 
karta’ tma karma kalah prakrtir api gunah Sinyata nastadharma 
karta hetuh phalasya prakatitaniyata desana satra visnoh //162// 


sanmargah pajica tattvam parapadam akhilam caparam mantradeham 
vidyatma sacchivatvam trividhapadagater yojanam tyagabhavah / 
bindor bhedam Sivatvam sakalatanugatam dvadaSagranthibhedah 
etat sarvam hi yatra prabhavati niyata deSana s Sivasya //163// 


nastigah karmapako’ pi ca gunavisayan bhitavmdam hi bhunkte 
tasyabhave phalam na sphutam amaraguror deSana veditavya / 

kartra systam samastam sacaram acarajam tazinam bhuktihetoh 

Svargas tasya pratosad bhavati khalu nmam degana rahmanah si //164// 


traikalyam dravyasatkam navapadavihitam jivasatkayalesah 

paficinye santi kaya vratasamitigatir jfi@nacaritrabhedah / 

jivah kayapramano hy aparimitabhavair brahmacaryena mokso 
yasmin moksapramanam hy upari nigaditam degana sa jinanam //165// 


vedo’sau na svayambhiis tribhuvananilaye vedasabdo’rthavaci 

brahma vaktrai§ caturbhih prakatayati pura vedagabdena cartham / 
Sabdasyartho’ py abhinnas tv atha dahati mukham kin na Sabdo’ gnir uktah 
tasmad vai desako'py asty aviditavisaye’ nagatarthe’ py atite //166// 


vedo nakasatulyah krtaka iha mukhoccaritah sthanabhedat 

yuktya pradesikas ca dvijamukhapathitah sarvago’nye pathanti / 

yasmad Sidradijatih pathati likhati nadsarvago veda esas 

tasmad vedah pramanam na hi bhavati nam jiianinam panditanam //167// 
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astiSah sarvakarta yadi sa ca jagatah karmabhokta na canyah 

napisah karmakarta yadi sa ca na bhavet sarvakarta samantat / 

kart@’nyah presitah san yadi param aparadhinata kartur esa 

tasmat karta na ceo’ SubhaSubhaphaladah praninam karma muktva //168// 


prthvitoyagnivatanava iha yadi khe kartur adau na santi 

dravyabhave na vigvam visayavirahitah sarvakarta karoti / 

na pratyaksam paroksam visayavirahitasyasya kartuh pramanam 
samyogad eva sarvam bhavati narapate necchaya karmarapam //169// 


samyogad indukanter bhavati ca salilam darpane vastubimbam 
jihyasravo’ mlahetoh svaravata itarah Suddhabije’ikurah syat / 
kantdc cayahSalakabhramanam api bhaven necchaya kificid esam 
vastiinam Saktir esa tribhuvananilaye nirmita kenacin na //170// 


yady atma sarvagah syad anubhavati katham bandhuvislesaduhkham 
nityag cyam yadi syan madanaSarahato’ svasthatam kim prayati / 

yady asit sakriyas ca yrajati katham imam midhatam suptakale 

evem vai sarvagah syad vibhur api ca pura sakriyo’ yam na catma //171// 


nasty atma sambhavo vasty aSubhaSubhaphalam casti kartra vihinam 
ganta nasty asti moksaya gamanam akhilam casti bandho na bandhyab / 
bhavo’ bhavo’pi casti ksanikavirahito nihsvabhavo bhavo’ sti 

etan me satyavakyam surphanivacanaih sangrahair hanyate na //172// 


yas tattvam pudgalakhyam vadati tanugatam tatsvabhavat sa nastah 
samvrtya carthavadi tv aviditaparamartho hy asan manyamanah / 
vijfianam manyamanas tribbuvanasakalam caiva vijfanavadi 
yo'nasto nastapaksah sa bhavati karunasinyatadvaitavadi // 173// 


jantuh pirvani karmany anubhavati krtany aihikany anyajatya 
yady evam karmanaso na hi bhavati nam jatijatyantarena / 
samsaran nirgamah syad aparimitabhavair naiva moksapravesah 
etad vai tazinam tu prabhavati hi matam canyajatiprahinam //174// 


bhitair yady ekabhitaih prabhavati madiraSaktivat saksi cittam 
vrksanam kin na hi syat ksitijalahutabhugmarutakasayogat / 

nasty esam jantusaktis ty atha paramamrsa bhitasamyogasaktir 

etac cdrvakavakyam na hi sukhaphaladam marganastam naranam //175// 
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jivah kayapramano yadi karacaranacchedanan nagyate kim 
nityah kayaprabhavad anur api ca bhayet sthillatam kim prayati / 
samsarat karmamukto vrajati sukhapadam yat sthitam lokamirdhni 


trailokyam canubhir yad racitam api sada §4$vatam tan na kalat //176// 


ityadijianahetoh prakatayati mahau-deSandm kalacakrah — 

pumsam cittanusaram mrdukathinaparam vasanayah balena / 
cittam vai bhayaragaih sphatikavad upadhad ragatam yati yasmat 
tasmad dharmo na kaScit svaparakulagato yogina disaniyah //177// 


dharmah sattvopakaro visayavirahitas capakaro’ py adharmah 

himsa vedapramana na hi sukhaphalada dubkhada sarvakalam / 

sanmaitri mirkhavakyat paramasukhakara sarvasattvanusakta 

tasmat satvartham ekam kuru nrpa manasa bhavanam nihsvabhavam //178// 


indro’ham svargaloke tridaSanaragurur bhitale cakravarti 

patale nagarajah phanikulanamitah sarvagas cottamo’ham / 

jfianam buddho munindré ksaraparamavibhur yoginam vajrayogo 
vedo'nikarah pavitro vraja mama Saranam sarvabhavena rajan //179// 


tvam mata tvam pita tvam jagati gurur api tvam ca bandhuh sumitram 
tvam nathas tvam vidhata hi tvam aghaharanas tvam padam sampadam ca / 
tvam kaivalyam padam tvam varagunanilayo dhvastadosas tvam eva 

tvam dinanatha cintamanir api Saranam tvam gato’ ham jinendra //180// 


